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V. — Greek Pronominal Adjectives of the Type volo<i 
By Professor WALTER PETERSEN 

BETHANY COLLEGE 

What has become in Greek of the I. E. pronominal geni- 
tive plural in -oisom, the form found e.g. in Skr. tesdm, Av. ae- 
taeiam, O.Eng. dara, O.Icel. f>eira, O.Blg. feckb, and the 
existence of which in Oscan-Umbrian is guaranteed by the 
ablative sing. Osc. poizad, Umbr. pora, which is made by 
analogy to it, and in the Gothic by the adjectival genitives 
like blindaize? 1 Why should the Greek pronominal 0-stems 
not show a single plausible trace either of this original form 
or some other form showing some remnants of the pronomi- 
nal declension, as the s appears in Lat. horum and Goth, frize, 
O. H. G. dero ? When we consider in how many different lan- 
guages some traces of this original gen. pi. are found, and how 
the Greek has otherwise conserved the pronominal forms and 
even extended them at the expense of the substantival forms, 
not only in the masc. nom. pi. in -01 {e.g. roi, av0pa>7roi), but 
even forming by analogy the fem. nom. pi. in -at and the dat. 
pi. in -atcn, when we think of the fact, moreover, that the 
form with which the gen. pi. of the ^-sterns was most inti- 
mately associated, i.e. the corresponding gen. pi. of the fem. 
«-stems in -dsom, Gr. -dcov -&v (e.g. rdcov to>v, %a>pda>v ya>pa>v), 
and which must therefore have been a strong force in pro- 
tecting the corresponding masc. forms, not only held its own, 
but actually encroached on and displaced the substantival end- 
ing, we must expect either to find some trace of this widely 
prevalent form in -oisom, or else to explain its disappearance. 

If now there should be in existence some Greek descendant 
of I. E. -oisom, what form would it have taken? According 
to the rule that intervocalic sigma dropped, the first stage 
evidently was -oimv. The question is whether this form re- 
mained intact or whether the intervocalic iota also dropped 
and subsequently contraction took place. W. Schulze, Quaest. 

1 Cf. Brugmann, Gr. II, 2 2 , 369 f. 
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Epic. 61 f., wanted to explain the apparently irregular accent 
of the Dor. aXXmv by contraction of *a\Xoia>v < *a\\ouTa>v, 
claiming that the gen. tinr<o < *'i'mroiao < *i7nrocrt.o was an 
exact parallel. But the irregular accent of the Dor. gen. pi. 
is much more simply explained by Osthoff, Z. G.d. P. 199 f., 
and G. Meyer, Gr. Gr. s 520, as patterned after the fem. 
aXkav, just as the Attic fem. tovtcov after the masc. And as 
far as the analogy of the gen. sing, in -010 is concerned, its 
derivation from -ocrio through -oicro is itself too uncertain to be 
used as a support for *ak\olcra>v > a\\a>v. For not only is 
there no support for the assumption of the intermediate step 
*?Tnroicro, but all certain evidence points to the stability of 
the combinations -oico- and -010-. Bechtel, Vocalcontract. 138, 
gives four examples to prove that the diphthongs remaining 
after the dropping of the sigma in the combinations -aiso- 
-eiso- -oiso- remain in all of the dialects, of which we are 
concerned particularly with the second singular opt. <j>epoio 
< *(pepoicro. Schulze's assumption (I.e.) that 1 was analogi- 
cally reintroduced after other opt. forms like fapoi/iijv, is 
impossible because <j>epoio is not a regular form which could 
be analyzed into root and suffixes and personal endings, which 
would be presupposed by the notion of ' Systemszwang,' but 
the -o uncontracted appears as ending for the second person 
sing, only in such optative forms. 2 There could consequently 
be no assimilation of these structureless forms to the trans- 
parent forms like <j>epoi/j.r)v or (fyepoiro, and the anomaly of the 
ending of (fiepoio shows distinctly that it: is a product of pho- 
netic change. 

It appears that the cause of the whole tendency to assume 
contraction of the above-mentioned combinations comes from 
the unwillingness to allow a double origin for several func- 
tionally identical forms, particularly reXem re\& and Tekeho, 

2 I mean that if <ptpou> had become *<p4pov, the influence of other optative 
forms could not have resulted in the form (p4pou>, because there was no pattern 
from which the could be reintroduced as ending for the second person singular; 
for in all except the optative forms contraction had also taken place, except 
where the complete ending -tro was reintroduced after consonant stems. For if 
(ptpoio had contracted to *<ptpov, XiVtuo would have become *X</<ru>, etc. 
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and the genitives toO and Homeric rolo. To explain a few 
such doublets Schmidt, K. Z. xxxvin, 311 ff., had to assume 
that the 1 of these diphthongs was dropped when they were 
enclitic or proclitic (e.g. ifielo : */ieo /itei>), and when this would 
not work that it was dropped between two like vowels 
{e.g. Oeolo > *0eoo Oeov). But aside from the fact that sound 
changes assumed to account for a few uncertain relationships 
are never convincing, the latter part of the rule breaks down 
utterly when we consider that we never find any contraction 
in the adjectives like J70Z0? < *r)6<rios or irolos, oto?, t<mo?, 3 etc., 
in spite of the fact that they are as old as Homer, and that 
most of the masc. and neuter forms would come under the 
rule. It is therefore much better with Bechtel to deny 
further changes of the groups like -010- and -oieo-, and rather 
to assume a different method of formation for toio and tov. 
As a result it appears that if there is any remnant of the I. E. 
pronominal gen. pi. ending -oisdm, it must appear in the 
Greek as -oicov. 

We thus find that if we transliterate the Skr. tisdm, gen. 
pi. of sd, into Greek, we get roUov, which looks exactly like 
the gen. pi. of the pronominal adjective toio? ' of such kind.' 
Similarly Skr. yesdm, gen. pi. of the relative yds, corresponds 
to Gr. o'imv : olos ' of which kind,' and Skr. kisdm : kds ' who ' 
to Gr. ttoicov : 7roto? ' of which kind.' This leads us to the ques- 
tion whether we have here merely an accidental resemblance, 
or a real correspondence, and whether the entire declensional 
system of 7roto?, olos, and toio<; was formed on the basis of 
this genitive plural, just as the whole Greek aorist passive 
system in -Or)- may have been built upon a second person 
singular like e'oo-0??? = Skr. ddi-thds} To make the latter 
alternative probable it will be necessary on the one hand to 
weigh its probability in comparison with the other theories 
suggested as to the origin of the type, on the other hand to 
show what forces were probably operative in isolating these 

3 It is true that according to Schulze, e.g., wotos would have originally been 
*iro?/:os, not *7roi<ros, but since both would have been identical in Homeric 
times, the resulting development must have been the same regardless of origin. 

4 Cf., e.g., Hirt, Handb. d. gr. Laut- u. Formenl? 557 f. 
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genitives from the rest of the paradigm, and particularly to 
explain the development of the qualitative and adjectival 
force of the forms in -olos as opposed to the primitives. 

As far as Brugmann's suggestion (Gr. Gr. 3 181) is con- 
cerned, that the pronominal adjectives like 7row? are locatives 
singular in -01 + suffix -to-, the objection seems to be fatal that 
it is impossible to see any connection between the meaning 
of the locative case and the qualitative meaning which is so 
characteristic of these adjectives. More recently Brugmann 
(Gr. ii, i 2 , 79, 207) has followed W. Schulze, Lat. Eigen- 
namen, 435, who declares 7roZo?, oto?, and toI<k to have arisen 
by composition of the pronominal stems quo-, io-, to- with I. E. 
*oiuo- ' walk,' comparing the Goth, adverb haiwa ' how ' with 
7roZo?. While this comparison seems enticing to many, and 
while in the nature of the case it can neither be proven nor 
disproven, yet it may be said that the partial correspondence 
of the Gothic adverb with 77-010? is far from being as striking 
as the complete correspondence of the three genitives iromv, 
oicov, and toiW 5 with forms in the Indo-Iranian, Oscan-Um- 
brian, Germanic, and Slavic. And as far as the develop- 
ment of meaning is concerned, it will appear below that the 
qualitative notion is at least as easily developed, if not more 
so, from the simple non-qualitative pronoun than from a 
concrete word meaning 'way.' Finally, the balance of 
probability is in favor of the pronominal genitives, because in 
this way, i.e. by their pronominal origin, is explained why a 
closely associated group of seven pronominal adjectives (7roto<?, 
olos, toZo?, oTrolo'i, aXKolot, ofiolos, 7rai>Toto?) 6 should exist with 
no spreading to derivatives from nouns, while it is not so 
easy to see why the derivatives with *omo- ' way ' should not 
have been formed from any adjective whatsoever. 

The immediate prerequisite for the isolation of the pronom- 
inal genitives in -oicov was of course the formation of parallel 
genitives with the substantival ending -<ov, which, however, 

6 Probably, as is seen below s.v., the genitives aXKoiav and bitolwr also had 
corresponding forms in other I. E. languages. 

6 That this is the latest of these pronominal adjectives is shown by the fact 
that it is derived from a consonant stem. See below s.v. 
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needs no proof, because the latter is the actually existing 
ending for all pronouns as well as nouns, and consequently 
must be assumed under any theory. What we have to ex- 
plain, is why the original pronominal genitives came to 
be felt as having no immediate relation to the rest of the 
paradigm, and could then be reinterpreted in the adjectival 
qualitative sense, and through what forces and in what man- 
ner the semantic differentiation between the originally iden- 
tical pronominal and substantival forms of the genitive plural 
took place. These questions can not be answered in the 
identical way for all of the forms under discussion, since 
morphological as well as semantic conditions vary widely, 
and it will therefore be best to take up these adjectives one 
by one, beginning with irolo^, which presents the most favor- 
able conditions for such a differentiation from its primitive 

1. irotos 7 : tis 

In the interrogative pronoun the conditions for the isola- 
tion of cases were particularly favorable because from I. E. 
times its declension appears to have been heteroclitic, the 
stems qUe-, qUo-, qUd-, and qUi- alternating in such a way 
that we are unable to decide with certainty as to their distri- 
bution, except that it is probable that the nom. and ace. sing, 
had the stem qVi-. Cf. Brugmann, Gr. 11. 2 2 , 348 f. Since 
the I. E. labio-velars became dentals in Greek before palatal 
vowels, but otherwise labials, the difference between these 
various stems was increased further so that we have Te- 77-0-, 
ira- (Attic ttt)-), ti-. This resulted in casting out the forms 
with labials from the regular paradigm at a very early date, 
and already in Homer they are relegated to adverbs and 
derivatives like irodev and 77-0109, while the pronoun itself has 
retained ti- (tiv-) in the nom. and ace, but used re- every- 
where else, so that the paradigm appears as follows : N. S. 
rfc, ti, G. reo rev, D. rem, A. riva, N. PI. TtW?, G. reeov, D. 
reoio-i, A. rtW?. Cf. Monro, Horn. Gram. 92. That, how- 

7 Since oirofos is merely a derivative of iroXos, it will not receive special 
treatment. 
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ever, the gen. pi. was originally irohov < *iroicra>v, I. E. *gUoi- 
som is made probable not only by the above-mentioned Skr. 
kesdm, but also by the Oscan *poizom presupposed by the 
abl. sing, poizad. Such an irregular Gr. genitive could not 
maintain itself in its original function and either had to disap- 
pear or give rise to other analogical forms which supported 
it. After the substantival gen. pi. had once encroached on 
the pronominal, irolmv appeared by analogy to other geni^ 
tives like &v : o? as belonging to a nom. sing. 7roto?, and this 
resulted ultimately in forming an entire new paradigm from 
the stem ttoio-, which at first differed in no way from ti? 8 
semantically. Gradually, however, the influence of the 
many adjectives in -10s, -eto?, -aios, and particularly those in 
-ohk, e.g. 77040? : 5ja>9, ye\oio<; : yeXaK, caused iroios to become 
specialized so as to be practically (though never entirely) lim- 
ited to adjectival use, whereas rk oftenest appears as sub- 
stantive, though it always is also frequently used as an 
adjective. 

The original equivalence of 7roio? and rfc thus presupposed 
shows itself in historical times in a multitude of ways. 
Leaving out of account the fact that in Modern Greek 9 7roto? 
is the interrogative pronoun and has almost completely dis- 
placed ti9, a fact which might be considered an altogether 
secondary development, there are many indications that the 
semantic distinction between the two pronouns was not at 
any time very definite. Alongside of many instances in 
which Troto? was certainly both adjectival and qualitative 
there are many others from Homer on which show no clear 
cut distinction between the two pronouns. 10 I give exam- 
ples of evidence tending to prove this equivalence under 
three headings: (i) Troto? is used substantively or without 
qualitative notion where rk would have been at least equally 
applicable. (2) rk is used adjectively or with the suggestion 

8 One might compare the double paradigm of Zeis : on the one hand Aiis, 
AU, Aia, on the other hand Zijxis, ZijW, Zi^a after the old ace, which was 
originally *Z^k. 

9 Cf. Hatzidakis, JVeugr. Gram. 208. 

10 Cf. also Jannaris, Hist. Gr. Gr. 163 ; Robertson, Gram, of the Gr. N. Test. 

735- 
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of a qualitative sense where 7roto? would have been normal. 
(3) 77-0109 and rk alternate in such a way in one and the 
same passage that it is evident that the writer could have 
felt no distinction between them. 

As a substantive 7roto? occurs in the Homeric phrases 
■Kolov e'ewre? ' what have you said ! ' and iroiov epe%a<; ' what 
have you done ! ' It is true that in some instances there is 
certainly a qualitative notion present, so that we can hardly 
consider the substantival use a remnant of the original state 
of affairs, but rather a secondary substantivation from the 
qualitative adjective. So e.g. /8, 243, Mevrop araprripe, 
<t>pev<K r)\ee, iroiov eei-rre; 'H^.ea? brpvvmv Karairavefjiev. 11 At 
other times, however, it seems as though the distinct qualita- 
tive notion is absent, as when Menelaos addresses Antilo- 
chus, "^t, 57°> 'AiT(A.o%e, irpocrOev ireTrvvfie've, iroiov epe£a?. 
Here ' what have you done ! ' seems more natural than 
'what sort of a thing have you done! ' though we must be- 
ware of judging from the English standpoint, as well as 
from the meanings to which we are accustomed from the 
lexicons. But such passages do show that the qualitative 
sense may be merely suggested by the context without our 
being justified in attributing the same to this word any more 
than to the simple rk, which may be used in its stead and 
which by itself has certainly no qualitative sense. This is 
still more enlightening in some instances where irolo<; is 
indeed adjectival, but where the context shows that the 
qualitative notion is absent. In asking a stranger about his 
country one surely does not ask at first " what is the nature 
of the country from which you come?" but asks for its 
name, yet we find a, 406, 'Oirirodev oItos avijp • 77-0(77? & ^f 
ev^erai elvai Taiijs ; irov Be vv oi yeverj icai Trarpfc apovpa ; With 
this we may compare the use of rk, v, 233, Tts 77}, rk Bfjp.o<i; 
Ti'ves avepe<! iyyeydaaip ; a question asked by Odysseus when 
he failed to recognize Ithaca on his return home and his 
awakening from deep sleep. Again when Telemachus asks 

11 Even here, however, the qualitative notion may be entirely suggested by 
the exclamatory nature of the passage and would have been present just as well 
if rt had been substituted. 
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Odysseus in ir, 222, Hoirj yap vvv Sevpo . . . vq( <re vavrai 
"H7C170V et? 'I#a/cijv; it would be superfluous to seek for a 
real qualitative notion. In later literature the qualitative 
notion must certainly be absent when iroio<; is used while 
sarcastically repeating a word of a preceding speaker, e.g. 
Ar. Ach. 62, where the herald announces the messengers 
from the King, and Dicaeopolis answers ttolov fia<n\eaK; 
' what king ? ' surely not ' what sort of a king ? ' Cf. also 
ib. 157, @E. 'OSofidmaiv <7T/)aTo'?. AI. irolav 'OSofiavraiv ; 
7roto? is furthermore used in Alexis, frg. 3, 386 (v. 3) when 
inquiring about the exact wording of a quotation : Ko/itjrov ye 
tovt ecrrlv . . . &|«u? 6' evprjfie'vov. 2. to -ttolov; A. ev toU 
o~v/j,iroo~ioi,<i ov wiverai aicpcnov. 

On the other hand, the qualitative sense can be read into 
rfc and was no doubt often suggested by the context in the 
large majority of instances in which it was used adjectivally. 
I quote the following from Homer : v, 200, o!>/u,oi eyco, reoav avre 
fjporiov e? yalav licdvm; a, 225, Tt? Bafc, rt? Be o/uXo$ SB' 
ShrXeTo; O, 367, Tt? av Br) roi voos eirj ; E, 633, Tt? toi avdyicr/ 
Hrmacreiv ; X, 171, Tt? vv ere Kt)p eBdfiaacre tavrfXeyeos Bavdroio ; 
co, 514, Tt? vv not rj/J-ept] ijBe; y, 249, Tiva B' aiirm (irjcraT oXeOpov 
Acy tcr#o? BoXofirjTK, iirel /crave iroXXbv apeiw ; it, 461, r( Br/ 
#\eo? ear ixva dcrrv ; 

Examples of alternation of ttoios and Tt? without distinction 
in the same passage are given by Jannaris, Hist. Gr. Gr. p. 163, 
and Hatzidakis, Neugr. Gram. 207 f. Of these I shall quote 
Eur. El. 907, Etef • TtV dpyrjv irpund a e^ehrto /ca/c<ov, Ho (as 
TeXevTas ; rlva fiecrov rd^w Xoyov; and Lycurgus, 143 f., 
v/iet? B' epcordre airrov ttoiovs ; . . . ev toIs repeal Tot? 
TraTptBos • 7rotot? ; rois 6eoi><; acoaovrai etc tSsv kivBvvcov ■ 
TtVa? ; . . . iKerevcrei eXerjcrai avrov • tivcov; . . . Tlota B rfXitcia 
Sttfatco? av Toiirov eXerjcreie ; Trorepov r) r£>v Trpeo-ftvrepcov . . . ; 
dXX' r) t5)v vecorepcov; icai Tt? av dvafivqcrQeh . . . ; Cf. also 
Soph. Oed. Tyr. 1 1 24, "JLpyov pepifivcov ttoiov rj /3(ov r(va; ib. 
1 164, T1V0? ttoXit&v ravBe kcik 7rota? uTeyj/? ; and Anaxandr. 
frg. 3, 184, Tiydpe/cXeiTrei Ao/xo? r)p.erepos ttoicov dyadSiv; 

It thus appears that the distinction between 7roto? and ti'? was 
never an absolute one, but that there merely was a tendency 
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to use the former as a qualitative adjective in the earlier clas- 
sical period, from which, however, the latter was never ex- 
cluded, and this distinction never became complete, but was 
obliterated again so that in Modern Greek 7roto? does service 
for both. How this tendency to use the longer word in the 
qualitative sense arose, is not hard to see. We surmised 
above that the distinction was originally rather that of sub- 
stantive and adjective, ttoIos being appropriated for the latter 
purpose because of its ending, which seemed so much like 
adjectival suffixes. But since an adjectival interrogative pro- 
noun, as is shown by the examples of adjectival Tt? also, may 
in most instances give a suggestion of a qualitative meaning, 
which belonged in the beginning to the adjectival use itself, 
it is evident that the development of the adjectival interroga- 
tive into a qualitative interrogative was just what might have 
been expected. We may say then that from a semantic point 
of view also the derivation of Troto? from the old gen. pi. 
*ttoi(ov : Tt? is perfectly natural and adds weight to the other 
reasons given above for assuming this origin. 

2. otos : os 

Here we have no breaking up of an originally unified 
paradigm to assist in the isolation of the genitive plural, but if 
7roio? was once formed on the basis of its genitive plural 
which it had inherited from Tt?, the existence of this paradigm 
would be a strong force to help reinterpret the genitives otW 
and TotW as adjectival and qualitative and to cause double 
paradigms to be formed in their case also. It is only 
necessary to show that olos and o? had a part of their sphere 
of usage in common, so that the divergence from an original 
unity can be explained in exactly the same way as for 7roto? 
and Tt?. 

This original identity of the two relative pronouns, then, 
appears in the first place from passages in which 010$ is used 
substantively and non-qualitatively, or where we might rather 
expect o?. Thus in the following three instances it refers to 
something so definite that we would hardly seek for the qual- 
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itative notion, though it might be read into the passages : E, 
340, pee B' anfiporov alp,a Oeolo, 'I%a>/J, oWs irep re pe'ei fxaicd- 
peacri 6eol(Tiv. B, 194, 'Ev ftovXrj B' ov irdvTes a/covaafiev olov 
eenre; B, 242 (exclamatory), olov roB'epe^e ical erXtj Kaprepos 
avijp Arj/J.0) evi Tpdxov. Qualitative interpretation is prac- 
tically impossible when 0I0? is correlated with a non-qualita- 
tive demonstrative, as in the four following passages : I, 104, 
Oil yap Tt? voov sUos d/xetvova rovBe vorjo-ei, Olov eyat voew. 
£, 443, "Ecr&e . . . xal repireo Tol<r8e, Ola irdpea'Tt. t, 25 5> 
Avt^ yap rdBe e'lfiar iyw iropov, oY ayopeveis. a>, 90, 'AXXd re 
Kelva nakiara IBeov dr)rjo~ao 6vp,q>, OV eirl aol /eareOtj/ce 6ea 
nrepiicaXXe de&Xa. 

On the other hand, since o? did not originally have an ad- 
jectival function, we need not seek for instances where it 
shows its original identity with olo<; through traces of such 
adjectival use, but there are a number of examples of its ap- 
plication in a general sense in such a way as to allow the 
qualitative notion to be read into it, and this would show 
how the originally identical olos got a starting point for that 
meaning which later became its principal one, largely through 
the assistance of its pattern 7roio?. I quote the following 
examples of 0? qualitative : E, 304, Be x^pP-dBiov XdBe x el pi 
TvB€tBr)<>, fie'ya epyov, 8 ov Bvo y dvBpe <f>epoiev, oloi vvv ftporoi 
elcf. ' Such as two men could not carry.' With oloi in the 
last part cf. the use of 01 in an almost identical clause A, 272, 
Keivoiai B' av ov ti$ T&v o'i vvv /3/JOTOt eicriv hnyOovcot, fiaxeoiro. 
/S, 119, KepBea 0' oV ov ttco tlv a/covo/iev ovBe -iraXai&v, Tdcov 
at Trdpos 7)crav evirXotcap,lBe<; 'A^atou' (cf. otos, A, 262, Ov yap 
irco toiov; iBov avepa<> ovBe lBa>p.ai Olov TIeipidoov k.t.X.). A, 
62, 'AW' aye Br) rtva fidvriv epeiofiev rj lepfja, *H koI oveipo- 
iroXov . . . "O? k ei-irot. /3, 207, ovBe per aXXa<: 'EpxdpeO', 
a? i-meiices dirvtefiev iarlv etcdo-r<p. W, 649, Tifify 77? re pJ 
eoi/ce TeTifirjcrdai. 

3. Totos : 6 r to 

Here also there was no breaking up of an originally unified 
paradigm, and in this respect the conditions for isolating the 
old genitive plural were less favorable than for iroioov, but 
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they were better than for o'lcov because the pronominal stem 
ro- was from the beginning used adjectivally as well as 
substantially, and it was the adjectival use, as we saw for 
77-010?, that easily causes the development of the qualitative 
notion. 

The original identity of row and to- is seen not so much 
from passages in which the former is used in a non-qualitative 
sense, in fact it is doubtful whether it was ever lacking in 
historical times, but we can at least quote a few sentences of 
a type which might originally have displayed a roto? which 
was felt as non-qualitative. This is most evident when it is 
correlated with the substantival non-qualitative relative 6'?, as 
in the following passages : "SP, 280, Toiov yap «Xe'o? io-0\bv 
airmKeaav rfvioyoio, 'YLirlov, o? o-cfxotv fid\a 7roX\a/m vypbv 
eXaiov XatTaeBi' xare^eve. H, 231, 'H/net? 8' el/iev roloc o'i av 
ere&ev avndcraifiev. P, 164, Tot'ou yap depdirtov ire<)>aT ave'pos, 
8? fiey apuTTos 'Apyeieuv. In the last instance, e.g., we could 
translate either ' the servant of that man ' or ' the servant of 
such a man has been slain, who is, etc' Otherwise we may 
sometimes translate by a non-qualitative pronoun without 
therefore assuming that it was so felt by the Greeks. Thus 
/3, 60, 'H/*«? 8' ov vi ti roloi afiwefiev can be translated either 
' we are not such as to ward off ' or ' those to ward off,' 
but the qualitative notion is suggested by the context if it is 
not expressed. 

This leads us to the more frequent case, when the simple 
Greek demonstrative may suggest a qualitative notion through 
the context, and thus allow us to see the starting point for 
the development of the meaning of rolo<s. Most easily again 
this is seen when it is correlated with the qualitative otos. So 
2, 590, 'Ey o"e x°P° v ifoUiXKe irepiKXvrw dp,<f>iyvij€i<:, Ta> licekov 
oi,6v iroT . . . AatSaXo? fjo-Kr)aev. 77-, 288, oiWrt rolaiv eat/cei 
Old 7tot€ TpoirfvSe Kia>v Kare'Xeiirev 'OoWcrei/?. Also note the 
parallelism of the pairs rolov : olos and t<x : a in -t], 312, tow 
ea>v 0I0? ecrcri, to re <f>povea>v a, r eyd> irep. Otherwise a quali- 
tative force of to- may be suggested if it does not refer to a 
particular individual or individuals, but is used generally. 
Cf. e.g. I, 508, *0? fiev t alBecrerdi Kovpa<; Aw aaaov toucra?, 
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Tov Be fie'y' cavqaav Kal r etcXvov ev^Ofie'voio 1 *0? Be k avrfvrfTai 
Kal re crrepecbs airoelirrj, Alcro-ovrai B' dpa ral ye Ala K.povia>va 
Kiovcrai Ta> "Arrjv a/i' eirecrdai. A, 409, "O? Be k apicrTevrjcri 
fid^y evi, tov Be fidXa %/3e<w 'E<7Ta/nerat xparepoy;. 0, 161, Oy 
70/3 o - ' oyfie, ^etw, Baijfiovi (Jhoti eicr/cco "AOXmv, . . . 'AWa to 09 
. . . <f>6pTOV re p.vr\p.wv Kal e7rttr«07ro? ycnv oBaliov KepBe'wv 0' 
apirakecov. k, 74, Oi) yap fioi 6e/xi<; earl KOfii^efieP ovB' 
aTrcnrep,Treiv " AvBpa tov 09 Ke Qeolaiv aire\6r)Tai p-a/capeo-cnv. 
In the last passage the reference is to the individual Odys- 
seus, it is true, but he represents a whole type, so that we 
may render 'such a man, who is, etc' 

4. dXXotos : a\\os 

For aWoimv as a prehistoric gen. pi. of 0A.X09 we are 
unable to quote from other I. E. languages forms which are 
actually found, but some near relatives make it certain that 
such a genitive must have existed at one time. The Gothic 
aljis must have had a gen. pi. aljaize fem. aljaizo made like 
the corresponding forms of all other adjectives, and these 
would point to an I. E. masc. gen. pi. *alioisdm even if the 
final vowel of the Greek masculine cannot be immediately 
compared with the e of the Gothic. Furthermore I. E. 
*alioisom is made probable by the Skr. anyesam, gen. pi. of 
anyds. While the Sanskrit has lost the pronoun directly 
descended from I. E. *alios which would correspond to Gr. 
aX\o9 Lat. alius Goth, aljis, I take it that anyds, which has 
no counterpart outside the Aryan, is a result of contamination 
of the synonyms dntaras Goth, anpar Lith. dntras and an 
Aryan *alyas from I. E. * alios ; i.e. the latter changed y to n 
under the influence of the former. Thus anyesam would be 
the representative of I. E. *alioisom and would be evidence 
of the prehistoric age of the Gr. aWoiwv as gen. pi. of aXXo9. 
Finally, the fact that the adjective Lat. alius is inflected pro- 
nominally throughout, as is also Gr. aXXo9 (cf. e.g. Lat. aliud, 
Gr. aXKo, nom. ace. sing, neut), would make it certain that 
the pronominal form of the gen. pi. masc. neut. must also 
have existed in the Indo-European, and that this form be- 
came isolated in Greek like ttoicov, etc. 
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Since the ordinary function of dXXo<; is adjectival, the 
semantic distinction between it and aWoto? is comparatively 
slight, in fact the former can always be used instead of the 
latter; for the qualitative notion can at any time be sug- 
gested by the context, just as in other adjectives, particularly 
when the reference is a general one. This is best shown by 
a passage in which aWoios and a\\o? alternate in precisely 
the same sense: tt, 181, 'AXXoto? p.01, %elve, <f>dvr)<; ve'ov tfe 
irdpoiBev, "AXXa Be eifMar e^et?, ical toi %/3<w? oviceO' 6/j,oio<;. 
Cf. also A, 258, 'Hfiep ivl irToXe^u) 778' aXXouo iirl epy<p with |, 
228, "AXXo? yap t aXXouriv avr/p eTriTepirercu epyois. For the 
third Homeric passage (t, 265, Kal yap ri? t aXXolov oBvperai 
dvBp' oXe'cracra K.ovp(8iov . . . *H 'OBvcrfj') I can quote no exact 
parallel with aXXo<;, but surely aXXolo? here is no more 
qualitative than dXXr) in t, 175, "AXXtj 8" aXX<op yXaxraa 
fiefuyp,evri. 

5. o|a<hos : 6|i6s 

For ofioioov as gen. pi. of o/to? we have a certain corre- 
sponding form in O.Blg. samechn,, gen. pi. of samy> 'self,' 
except for the lengthened root-vowel of the latter. Formally 
also would correspond the Skr. samesdm, gen. pi. of the 
enclitic sama-s ' any one,' while samd-s ' the same,' which 
would correspond semantically with the Greek word, forms 
its gen. pi. nominally. 12 If the two are identical in origin, 
however, we may adduce the pronominal genitive of the in- 
definite pronoun as evidence for the I. E. age of ofiolwv, even 
though samd-s probably has the weak root of Goth. sums. 

On the semantic side the origin of ofioios from o^toiW, 13 
gen. pi. of 6/to'?, is easily understood by a comparison of the 
extant uses. On the one hand the adjective onos ' same ' 
could be used of sameness of quality, i.e. as a synonym of 
Sfioios, just as well as of absolute identity. Cf. e.g. A, 437, 
Ov yap iravrcov ^ev 0^6? dpoos ov& Xa yr\pv$, 'AXXa yXStaa 

12 Cf. Thumb, Handb. d. Ski. 257. 

13 why the accent of this word was originally 8/ooios as opposed to dMotos and 
irarrotos does not concern us here, particularly since the gen. pi. had to be 
paroxytone regardless of the nom. sing. 
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epepacro. O, 209, 'Ottttot av laopopov /eal opy Trevpcopevov 
a'iarj Neiiceieiv edeXyai. p, 563, OlSa yap ev irepl iceCvov, oprjv 
6° aveheyp,eff 6i£w. u On the other hand, op.oio<}, which later 
completely displaced opos, could also at any time be used of 
complete identity, thus showing that there never was an 
absolute distinction, but merely a tendency to differentiate, 
which could of course be easily explained by the influence of 
the other words in -010s. For opoios in the meaning ' same ' 
cf. 2, 329, "Ap,<pa> yap -rreTrpcorat opoit]v yalav epevaai Avtov evi 
Tpoty. A, 278, ov iroff opo^ eppope Tiprjs S/^tttoi^o? 
/3acri\ev<i. ir, 182, "AWa Se e'lpar e%«?, /cat roi XP<**> ovtced' 
opolos. Antiphon, 5, 76, ttjv pev ovv yv<i>pr)v ere /cal ev i/ceivois 
opocos rp> eh i/pas, t^p Se evvoiav oviceri rjv eir eiceivtp ttjv avr-qv 
eh vp.au irape'xeaQai. 

6. iravToios : iras 

Since the primitive 7ra? (stem iravr-) is not an o-stem, the 
derivative iravTolos could not possibly be explained as built 
upon the gen. pi. iravroiwv, which in no form could ever have 
been gen. of 7ra?. iravToios is therefore the latest of the 
pronominal derivatives in -oi<k, and is formed by analogy to 
the others. It is equally true that its semantic development 
consequently could not have been independent, and we there- 
fore dismiss it without quoting any passages to show its use. 
The fact that its meaning closely associated it with the other 
pronominal adjectives is sufficient cause why it should have 
been the only one of these pronominal adjectives in -oios 
which is not derived from an o-stem. 

In conclusion I may summarize as follows : With the 
exception of the palpably later analogical formation iravrolK 
all the pronominal adjectives in -010s have for their genitive 
plural forms which according to the evidence of cognate 
languages seem to have been originally the gen. pi. of the 
primitive pronouns, which forms were for different reasons 

14 For the development of the meaning ' of the same kind ' from ' same ' cf. the 
use of airis in Xen. An. IV, 5, 31, ovk f/v 5' Hirov ov iraperideaav iiri ri)v air^v 
rpdirefav Kpia ipveia, iplipeta k.t.X. 
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isolated from their paradigms and were made the basis of the 
new derivative paradigms. That this was the origin of the 
derivatives in -oios is further confirmed by the fact that 
the semantic distinction between the primitive pronoun and 
the derivative normally qualitative adjective is in no case 
absolute, but there are continual traces of original semantic 
identity. 



